This paper offers reflections on the embedding of culturally responsive teaching practices into Response-to-Intervention (RtI) and School-wide Positive Behavior Support (SW-PBS) models. These types of systemic change models are increasingly being adopted by schools to address academic achievement and to foster a positive school climate. Moreover, they hold promise for addressing the disproportionality that many students who are culturally and linguistically diverse students experience in our schools. Following a review of the existing literature on systemic change, three guiding principles are offered that demonstrate how culturally responsive teaching can be embedded into models of instructional and behavioral support.
administrators, and researchers who are looking for evidence-based strategies that can be used across a variety of educational settings that employ RtI and SW-PBS.
Systemic Change in Schools
Educational leaders now recognize that true educational reform starts by focusing on systemic change (see Sugai et al., 2000) . RtI and SW-PBS models are an excellent example of this precept given their focus on instructional and behavioral systems. For example, the design of instruction (lesson planning, selection of the curriculum, developing guided and independent practice activities, evaluation procedures) and the delivery of instruction (differentiated instructional practices, multiple and varied opportunities to learn the material) focus on the teacher as the primary agent of change. Focusing on our behavior as adults (e.g., instructional behaviors, collaborative behaviors, personal attitudes and biases), instead of trying to attribute a within child explanation for academic or behavioral challenges is a critical first step toward systemic change (Gravois & Rosenfield, 2006) .
Another way that RtI and SW-PBS schools are engaging in systemic reform is to use scientifically validated instructional and behavioral support practices that are data driven. Data-based instructional practices allow the teacher to have frequent contact with relevant data to more fully understand the learning (or lack thereof) that is taking place and to systematically meet the diverse needs of all learners (Bushell & Baer, 1994) . As NCCRESt (2005) reminds us, all students need to have unequivocal opportunities to learn. In relation to culturally responsive practices within an RTI models, they write "Opportunity to learn is a complex construct that includes not only access to key resources (qualified teachers, funding, relevant and rigorous curriculum), but also factors related to the nature and implementation of school activities (e.g., culturally meaningful task criteria, teacher-student shared understandings of the purpose of tasks and activities, culturally inclusive participation frameworks in classroom discourse, school deficit ideologies about low-income racial minority students used in referral and placement practices)" (p. 1). In other words, contextual factors must align with the selection and implementation of scientifically validated instructional practices in order to support successful learning. Figure 1 illustrates the "Colorado Triangle" which seeks to show the integration of academic and behavioral support. The triangle uses colors to illustrate how instructional and behavioral support is differentiated. Green, the largest part of the triangle, is viewed as a universal level of support. Examples of Tier 1 support include implementation of a school-wide reading program (see Biemiller, et al., 2008) or teaching three to five positively stated school-wide behavioral expectations that apply to all students, all staff, and across all settings (see Taylor-Green et al., 1997) . Yellow, signifies that support is targeted to meet the unique needs of a smaller group of learners. Interventions are databased and tailored to the specific needs of the students. Examples of Tier 2 support include math instruction that is provided to a small group of students (see Woodward & Strohl, 2006) or use of a Check-in Check Out program for students who need targeted behavioral support (see Todd, Campbell, Meyer, & Horner, 2008 ). Red indicates that the level of support is more individualized and intensive. Decisions about implementation are based on multiple sources of data and are made by a school-based problem-solving team. Examples of Tier 3 support include individual or small-group instruction for students requiring intensive support in written composition (see Morgan, 2001 ) or implementation of a behavior intervention plan based on a comprehensive functional assessment (see O'Neill et al., 1997; Scott, Nelson, & Zabala, 2003; Sugai et al., 2000) . The Colorado Department of Education (2008) further describes each of the tiers and their relationship to instructional and behavioral support, stating:
Triangle of Support: An Integrative Model
Tier 1 refers to classroom instruction for all students. This universal level of instruction should meet the needs of at least 80% of the students. At this level all students are receiving research-based instruction that is high quality. Core instruction should be implemented with fidelity utilizing a curriculum that is viable, rigorous, relevant and standards-driven. Core instruction should also offer sufficient depth, breadth, and complexity to meet the needs of all students in a classroom. Tier I also includes universal supports that are available to all students in academics and behavior...Tier II includes individualized, targeted supports for students with more significant academic and/or behavior concerns or who have been identified as underachieving. If a student continues to demonstrate insufficient progress and the gap between the student's achievement and expected achievement increases, a more intensive intervention plan can be put in place with the assistance of the problem-solving team through data-driven dialogue...Tier III intensive supports are intended for students with significant and/or chronic deficits as well as for students with significant underachievement who require the most intensive services available in a school. Moving to a Tier III intervention is determined by the problem-solving team after several individualized interventions have resulted in limited progress, based on the achievement gap between the student's progress and the expected benchmark. The interventions in Tier III are skill specific interventions that can be delivered by a variety of providers. (pp. 11-13) Finally, the Colorado triangle visually shows a blending of colors that suggests fluidity and movement based on student learning, growth, and response to intervention. It is important to remember that the focus is not on finding new ways to label students ("She is a yellow zone student"), but on matching the level and intensity of support to a demonstrated academic or behavioral need. Successfully linking assessment data to intervention planning is a critical outcome of the problem-solving process. Team-based problem solving is best understood as a collaborative effort (e.g., administrators, teachers, support personnel, parents, and ideally the student, see Martin, Marshall, & De Pry, 2008 ) that seeks to understand the academic and/or social problem and identify support strategies that are evidenced-based, contextually relevant, and selected with success in mind. RtI models use this process to support teachers who have requested help, to identify and understand emerging data patterns, to develop research-based interventions, and to measure progress over time and across settings (Colorado Department of Education, 2008; Gravois & Rosenfield, 2006; Rock & Zigmond, 2001; Safran & Safran, 1996) .
Family and Community Engagement
Team-based problem solving encourages a databased dialogue, collaboration, and successful implementation of research-based instructional and behavioral supports. The Colorado Department of Education (2008) writes that "Family engagement in the process is vital to ensure all information that might impact success is considered" (p. 6). Including all critical stakeholders, such as family members, in the problem solving process is known as contextual fit (Albin, Lucyshyn, Horner, & Flannery, 1996) . When an intervention plan has good contextual fit, intervention planning has been carefully aligned to multiple perspectives and data source. Intervention plans that have good contextual fit are more likely to be implemented successfully because the time, values, beliefs, perspectives, and expertise associated with those who will be asked to implement the plan have been taken into account. As critical stakeholders, family and community members play a prominent role in Colorado's RtI implementations (see Figure 1 ). This is evident by the inclusion of family and community around the perimeter of the triangle of support. Adding family and community to the triangle aligns practice to the belief that academic achievement and social competence is functionally related to the school's ability to partner with families, caregivers, and community that results in positive and productive relationships (Ladson-Billings, 1995; Townsend, 2000) . Given that RtI models purport to focus on systemic change, Klingner and Edwards (2006) remind us that a variety of societal influences impact schools and classrooms; therefore "a systems approach to reform that entails looking across multiple layers of the home, community, school, and society at large" is needed. They caution that "to conclude that failure resides within students when they do not progress with a certain intervention, and then move them onto the second or third tier in an RTI model or decide that they belong in special education without considering other factors, is problematic" (p. 112). When contextual fit is understood as aligning intervention planning to multiple perspectives and multiple forms of data across multiple systems (including school, home, and community), within-student explanations for academic and behavioral challenges will become less viable (Gravois & Rosenfield, 2006) .
From Management to Support
RtI models focus on supporting students by managing systems. Systems include personnel, programs, practices, policies, procedures, and places within and outside of the educational setting. For example, SW-PBS is understood to have four interrelated systems that incorporate each of the descriptors listed above: (a) School-wide, which includes all settings, all staff, and all students; (b) Classroom, which is the primary place where academic instruction occurs; (c) Non-classroom, which are locations throughout the school that are less structured, such as hallways, cafeteria, and common school areas; and (d) Individual student, which focuses on students that have intensive individualized behavioral support needs (OSEP, 2004) .
Without question, the word "support" is a prominent feature in SW-PBS. This is a welcome change over the word "manage" which is so often used in the context of school-wide and classroom-based discipline models. Support suggests actions that are proactive, preventative, and instructional, versus reactive and punishment-oriented methods that are all too often applied to academic instruction and behavior management models. For purposes of this paper, the term "support" is also applied to teaching. In other words, the design and delivery of a continuum of academic practices is considered "Instructional Support". Figure 2 illustrates the interrelationship between instructional support, behavioral support, and embedded culturally responsive and evidence-based practices.
Experienced teachers know that teaching on a daily basis requires the combined use of instructional and behavioral supports to ensure success. For example, a universal approach to teaching reading might include a review of the behavioral expectation prior to instruction (behavioral support), use of a scientifically based reading program during instruction (instructional support), prompting correct responses and strategic use of positive reinforcement when the student responds correctly (behavioral support), and guided and independent practice opportunities to build fluency and continued learning (instructional support). In this example, the provision of support is determined by the educator and provided strategically based on student need. Students in this example received predominately instructional support with concomitant behavioral support (see Figure 3) . On the other hand, a student who is struggling behaviorally is likely going to receive a higher measure of behavioral support (see Figure 4 ). Functional assessment data will guide the development of a comprehensive behavior intervention plan that will outline a variety of behavioral support strategies, including identifying a functionally equivalent replacement response that will make the problem behavior "irrelevant, ineffective, and inefficient" (O'Neill et al., 1997, p. 66) . Noting the admonition Focus on behavioral support that "best time to intervene on problem behavior is when the behavior is not occurring" (Carr et al. 2002, p. 9) comprehensive behavioral support and concomitant instructional support must be carefully outlined and implemented with fidelity. Therefore, instead of viewing "academics" and "behavior" as separate entities, systems change models like RtI and SW-PBS view each as interrelated and the allocation of support is determined by student need (Fairbanks, Sugai, Guardino, & Lathrop, 2007) .
Culturally Responsive Teaching and Systems Change
Geneva Gay (2000) defines culturally responsive teaching as "using the cultural knowledge, prior experiences, and performance styles of diverse students to make learning more appropriate and effective for them; it teaches to and through the strengths of these students" (p. 29). As Skiba et al. (2008) notes, a comprehensive evaluation of culturally responsive practices should focus on positive academic and social outcomes; but as importantly, on the ability of those practices to reduce inequities such as disproportionality, drop-outs, and underachievement. Moreover, criteria outlined in Ladson-Billings (1995) that indicates that culturally relevant teaching must (a) develop the academic abilities of students, (b), promote and sustain cultural competence, and (c) develop the "sociopolitical or critical consciousness" are critical in developing a new definition of culturally responsive teaching that aligns with current systemic change efforts (p. 483). Therefore, for purposes of this paper, culturally responsive teaching is defined as recognition of the diverse backgrounds, knowledge, perspectives, experiences, and abilities that students, educators, and families bring to the culture of a school that result in the use of relevant, research-based instructional and behavioral support practices, which are implemented with intentionality, measured with fidelity, responsive to the needs of each learner, and systemically valued as a means of promoting equity and achievement for all students.
Guiding Principles
In reviewing the extant literature on culturally responsive teaching a number of guiding principles became evident that are presented below. These principles allow for the integration of instructional and behavioral supports within existing RtI models. Moreover, these practices, when embedded into RtI models will increase the likelihood that all learners will have access to evidence-based practices that lead to increased opportunities to learn and grow as students and individuals. OSEP (2004) indicates that priority is given to the "establishment of systems that support the adoption and durable implementation of evidence-based practices and procedures, and fit with and be part of on-going school reform efforts" (p. 14). This standard is used in the selection of guiding principles below.
Effective Teaching is Culturally Responsive
Effective teaching is foundational to instructional and behavioral support. This assertion seems obvious when applied to RtI, but it is equally as true when applied to PBS. School-wide PBS is an instructionally based model for teaching students new social responses that will enhance the overall school climate and set the occasion for academic engagement and achievement. Effective teaching has been a defined area of research for decades (Brophy & Good, 1986; Ellis & Worthington, 1994) . For example, research evidence suggests that children who receive instruction that is explicit and systematic improve reading and writing skills at a faster rate and have higher skills than those who receive implicit or unstructured instruction (McCardle & Chhabra, 2004; National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000) . Effectiveness, by definition, suggests that an intended outcome has been successfully met; however, a plethora of evidence exists that schools do not have the capacity to fully meet the instructional and behavioral support needs of all learners (Skiba et al., 2008; Townsend, 2000; Utley, Kozleski, Smith, & Draper, 2002) . Rigorous and systematic research must continue to identify instructional and behavioral support practices that are culturally responsive.
Effective teachers know their learners as they know themselves. To know your students requires a commitment to use academic data, as well as data on language, culture, gender, and other variables that bring understanding to the teaching/learning dynamic (Cartledge, Singh, & Gibson, 2008) . Effective teachers also take time to examine and reflect on their own teaching practices. Pearce (2005) provides an excellent example of one way to do this. As a classroom teacher Sarah Pearce maintained a diary that taught her much about herself, her students, and her own practice of teaching. She writes "keeping a diary is a well-understood process, and is both manageable and unobtrusive... it enables teachers to gain a degree of distance from their own thinking and behavior, so that they can understand, analyze and ultimately begin to change it. In other words, the diary enabled me to gain a sense of control over my teaching, and to consciously change some of my attitudes" (p. 5). Finally, effective teachers get to know students as individuals, versus solely studying group characteristics. This provides the teacher with critical information that is unique to that student and his or her life experiences and reduces problems associated with essentializing individual traits based on group membership (Gutierrez & Rogoff, 2003) .
The effective teaching cycle is a well understood method for designing and delivering instruction. The effective teaching cycle includes a review set, presentation of new content, guided practice, independent practice, and weekly/monthly review (Ellis & Worthington, 1994; Rosenshine & Stevens, 1986) . While it is beyond the objective of this paper to fully review all aspects of effective teaching, one facet of the effective teaching cycle is worth mentioning. The review set is an opportunity for the teacher to activate prior learning and experiences, to create interest and motivation around the upcoming lesson, to help the students anticipate the content that will be presented, and to state the instructional objective for the lesson.
Given the obvious importance of the review set, about 15 to 20% of the allocated time for instruction is given to this lesson feature. This simple instructional practice is an excellent example of how to embed cultural responsiveness into typical lesson design and delivery. Through the judicious use of questioning, activities, and review, students begin to make important learning connections as they prepare for the content that will follow. In other words, effective teachers know how to make lessons relevant by assisting students in seeing the importance of the lesson in relation to their previous learning and experiences (see Gay, 2000; Ladson-Billings, 1995) .
Teach Respect: Model Caring
Educators have historically valued the teaching of "respect" as a means of promoting relationships (teacher/student and student/student) and as a method for facilitating teaching and learning. Respect, by definition, is relational, meaning that the focus is primarily on how we treat each other. Given that perspective, it is not hard to understand why respect is one of the more common school-wide behavioral expectations selected by PBS teams. Defining and teaching three to five positively stated behavioral expectations that apply to all students, all staff, and across all settings is central to the successful implementation of SW-PBS (De Pry, 2007; OSEP, 2004) . However, as Utley, Kozleski, Smith, and Draper (2002) remind us, "For culturally relevant PBS to be realized, professionals, families, and students must all wrestle with achieving interactive, participatory norm setting and re-setting to ensure that one cultural perspective does not dominate the rule making, the norm setting, and the curriculum" (p. 205). Like behavioral expectations, the teaching of social skills is also seen as critical, particularly for students with challenging behavior. Social skills associated with respect (e.g., joining and working in groups, sharing opinions, greeting those you meet, maintaining boundaries) are prosocial alternatives to problem behavior and may result in increases in positive relationships and academic performance (Cartledge, Singh, & Gibson, 2008) as part of a culturally responsive framework for promoting prosocial conduct.
The teaching of school-wide behavioral expectations has many benefits. Taylor-Green et al. (1997) reported a 42% reduction in office discipline referrals when her school adopted a school-wide model of PBS. As part of their model, they taught and practiced five positively stated behavioral expectations at the beginning of the school year. One of those expectations was related to respect. Taylor-Green et al. write "Faculty defined how each of the five expectations translated into specific behavior in each of the six main school locations. For example, 'be respectful' in the classroom involved listening to others without interrupting, 'be respectful' in the gym involved sharing equipment and space, 'be respectful' in the criteria involved waiting in line and speaking in a reasonable voice volume" (p. 103). By reducing the number of behavioral incidents that educators needed to respond to on a daily basis, the teaching team had more time for instruction and meaningful activities that promote learning and community.
Respect can quickly move from being a positive expectation to a compliance-oriented demand. For example, Townsend (2000) indicates that in suburban schools, teacher statements are often different than in inner city schools. In the former, statements tend to be academically focused, whereas in inner city schools, statements are more likely to be management-oriented. As noted earlier, management is often interpreted as a reactive stance, where support is proactive and preventative and illustrated above by Taylor-Green et al. (1997) . Countering the compliance-only orientation for respect is critical for schools that seek to become culturally responsive. Utley, Kozleski, Smith, and Draper (2002) concludes that "Successful PBS programs for urban, multicultural students require cultural sensitivity, caring and respectful relationships between teachers and students, and a nurturing school environment to create learning communities in schools" (p. 202).
Gay (2000) suggests that caring educators are (a) genuinely concerned about their students and their students' learning; (b) respectful in how they communicate their expectations that promote action and accountability; (c) emotionally warm, yet requiring high levels of performance from all learners; and (d) cognizant of the teaching/learning dynamic and committed toward partnering with their students to achieve academic success for all. Effective teachers know that teaching students to be respectful helps to create learning environments that support teaching and student achievement (Cartledge, Singh, & Gibson, 2008) ; as importantly, effective teachers model respect by caring for their students and providing instructional and behavioral support that promotes academic achievement, the development of interpersonal relationships, and prosocial conduct throughout the school day.
Problem Resolution: Not Problem Students
The inability of schools to fully address academic and social/behavioral "problems" is at the crux of issues related to disproportionate disciplinary practices, referrals to special education, and school dropout. Too often, educators view the student as the problem instead of examining systemic variables. Problem-solving teams may be one solution to this issue. Problemsolving teams have gone by many names over the years, examples include: Prereferral Teams, Intervention Assistance Teams, Student Support Teams, Instructional Support Teams, to name a few. All seem to operate following a similar pattern (a) to establish a problem-solving process and assist teachers, (b) to implement general education "solutions" prior to referral to special education, (c) to screen students for special education, and (d) to support teachers who work with students on Individualized Education Plans (IEPs) (Rock & Zigmond, 2001 ). Team composition can include an administrator, general education and special education teachers, and other support personnel, such as a school psychologist or school counselor. As indicated earlier, the Colorado model actively encourages family involvement as part of this process (Colorado Department of Education, 2008) .
Data on the effectiveness of Problem-solving Teams is mixed. Safran and Safran (1996) reported that an apparent gap exists between university demonstration projects (which showed positive effects) and data from actual practice in schools. Data reported by Rock and Zigmond (2001) found disproportionate referrals of African-American students in 5 out of the 9 schools they studied. The authors concluded that "students in this study who were African American were more likely to be referred and deemed eligible for special education services than students who were Caucasian. Although intervention assistance practices have been recommended as one strategy to combat over-identification of minority children, in this study they mirrored rather than eliminated the racial inequalities experienced during the traditional referral process" (p. 157).
Research conducted by Gravois and Rosenfield (2006) offers important insights that can inform current implementation efforts in RtI and SW-PBS schools. Their model for problem solving is called Instructional Consultation Teams (ICT). They assert that "the quality of instruction and intervention into learning problems influences whether students are ultimately referred for and placed in special education, regardless of race" (p. 44). In other words, this approach focuses on instructional consultation around content and processes by supporting teachers around the design and delivery of effective instruction and by engaging in problem solving in the general education setting. The requesting teacher is assigned a case manager (sometimes referred to as a coach in SW-PBS) and regularly receives consultation around instructional design and delivery, as well as problem solving strategies.
By focusing on instructional consultation as part of the problemsolving process, special education placements for all students dropped when compared to control schools. Gravois and Rosenfield (2006) conclude that more emphasis should be placed on the role that instruction plays in special education referrals and placements and that this perspective "deserves an equal--if not central--focus in addressing disproportionality" (p. 49). These data provide additional support for systemic change efforts that focuses on the quality of instructional and behavioral supports and the role of collaboration as part of a problem-solving process. Gravois and Rosenfield conclude:
They found that whereas teachers' initial descriptions of their concerns were largely framed around the student as the source of the problem (i.e., internal student deficit), over the course of the instructional consultation process, teachers were able to re-frame the problem to include the influence that instructional variables had on student learning outcomes. In essence, the teachers did not just adopt strategies to help a student with a presumed disability; instead, they adopted strategies because they gained an understanding that instructional practices in and of themselves could promote or hinder student learning. This 'alternative hypothesis' of the underlying cause of student learning problems represents a fundamental shift in how teachers view both student learning and the influence on their own instructional practices. It also has important implications for forming hypotheses about the causes of disproportionate placements of minority students in special education and the resulting solutions to the problem. (p. 49)
Conclusions
RtI models seek to implement research-based instructional and behavioral support strategies in a manner that promotes systemic change in schools. An examination of data over the past several decades suggests that systems change will likely be difficult due a variety of competing influences, including hegemony and social dominance (Howard, 2006 ). Yet, these same data provide compelling reasons for engaging in systemic reform. As Klingner and Edwards (2006) indicate "RtI models hold promise for preventing academic failure by providing support for culturally and linguistically diverse students before they underachieve" (p. 108).
This paper examined specific features of RtI models and reflected on a new definition of culturally responsive teaching that takes into account a systemic change framework. Guiding principles were offered that focus on the central role that teaching, caring, and problem resolution can have on the disproportionate representation of culturally and linguistically diverse learners in our schools. It is our belief that by focusing primarily on adult behaviors, seeking contextual fit during intervention planning and implementation, and engaging in a data-based dialogue that results in multiple forms of information that guide our practices, that cultural responsiveness will be seen as one of the significant outcomes of RtI models. More importantly, our schools will begin to develop the capacity to meet the diverse academic and social/behavioral needs of all learners; and in so doing nurture the tremendous promise that each student brings to our schools through the implementation of culturally responsive instructional and behavioral support strategies.
